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THIRTIETH CONGRESS-;FIRST SESSION.

•

Report No. 500.
LTo accompany bill H. R. No. 415.]

IIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
THOMAS H. LEGGETT .

APRIL

Mr.

GREGORY ,

26, 1848.

from the Committee on Commerce, made the fol•
lowing

REPORT:
1'he Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred the memorials
of Thomas H. Leggett, report :
'rhe memorialist represents that he was of the house of Thomas
H. Leg·gett & Co. , regular importers of dry goods at the city of
New York, and that, on the 8th day of July, 1828, they imported
into that city from Liverpool, and entered at the New York customhouse, two invoices of coarse ,voollen goods, consisting of blankets,
flannels, and bocking baize, that cost £1,526 17s\ 9d . .British sterling, or $6,786 15, on which they paid the duty, amounting to
$5,467, imposed by the tariff act passed May 19, 1828, to take effect
on dry goods the 30th of June, and on iron and hardware the 1st
of September, following. He further represents that the duty on
the same goods, imposed by the-tariff of 1824, the a ct governing
imports until the passage of the act of 1828, would have been
$2,200 50, and that the increase of duty did not enhance their
value; but, on the oontrary,,prohibited the importation thereafter
of this kind of g oods, and occasioned a greater loss on a large portion of this.l ot t han their original cost in England.
The memorialist further represents that said goods were contracted
for in the winter of 1827, to be delivered in the spring of 1828,
and that they wer,e shipped in two ...,essels at Liverpool; one· of
which sailed seven clays before tpe passage of the law of 19th May,
1828, and the other a few days after; and that it was impossible
then _to annu.l the contracts, or countermand the orders for their
shipment, and that they would have been r e-shipped but for assur-
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ances given by high functionaries of the goYernment, that in suc_h
cases relief would doubtless be afforded by Congress. For this
object they united with other impor~ers in a petition to Congress to
pass a law for the :efunding of the increased duties on dry goods,
imposed by the tariff of 1828. The Senate and I.he House of Representatives, of the 22d and 23d Congress, passed, through their
respective bodies , several bills for the relief of the importers
generally, but neither of these bills became a law; but an individual
case, similar in all its features with that of the memorialist was
redressed by an act approved on the 28th June, 1836. On that account, and the roeroorialist, sensible of the justness of his claim
for the return of duties on the aforesaid importations, has petitioned
Congress separately, resting his case on its individua l merits.
Your committee have examined the facts lind evidence submitted
to them in this case, and are of opinion that the prayer rf the pe titioner ought to be granted, and have reported a bill accordingly.
To give a more full statement of the case they annex four letters
of the petitioner, and the invoice and entry at the custom-house ,
and refer also to House document, .No. 123, of the 23d Congress,
1st session.

N o. 1.

To t!~e honorable tlie Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States in Congress assembled.
T he memorial of T homas H. L eggett & Co., of the city of New
York, merchants, respectfully showeth: That, in the year 1'828, in

the months of February, March, April , and May, a partner of t heir
house was in England; and, prior to any knowledge of a change
being contemplated in the tariff of 1824, he bad purchased goods
for this market, on which they expected to pay the then existing
duty; but, on the 19th of May, 1828, a new tariff was passed , to
take effect on the 30th of June, increasing the duty to double and
treble the former rates. On or about the 13th of May, (six daYS
before the passage of the new tariff,) the ship Franklin, and soon
after, the Brittania, sailed from Liverpool and arrived here about
the 7th of July, with two invoices of merchandise, on account of
the memorialists, on which they were obliged to pay a duty of
5,467 dollars; whereas, by the former tariff of 1824, the duty
would be $2 1200 50 . The consequence was, a great loss to your
memorialists. Instead of making a profit on our importation, we
actually lost fully the difference of $3,266 50. The articles
being a kind of goods that would not bear the increased duty, anrl
have, since that period, ceased to be an article of import. When
your memorirlists paid this duty, they had no doubt that it would.
be refunded on the facts being made known to Congress. The
justice and propriety of doing so, they believe has always been
admitted and practisc:d upon. The lime between the 19th of May
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and 80th of June, was too short for any countermand; and, ~n the
case of your memorialists, their goods were actually shipped,
having been purchase<l and contral ted for two or three months
before the 19th of May, so that it was impossible for them to prevent their shipment.
It is generally understood to be the intention of C, ngress always
to grant a reasonable time, which, in this instance, was not given,
except on the articles of iron and hanlware, which was extended to
the first of September; therefore, your memorialist respectfully
asks that this case will be t aken into consideration, and an act
passed, remitting the increased duty of $3 1266 50 1 and ordering
lhe same to be refunded to him.
THOMAS H. LEGGETT.

No. 2.
To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of .llmerica in Congress assembled .

..

We, the subscribers, applied by memorial to the last Congress
for a return of three thousand• two hundred and sixty six dollars,
beini; for duties paid in the year 1828, under the new tariff of May,
in that year ..
1'he Committee on Commerce, to whom our memorial was
referred, reported adversely to our claim, on the principle that
neither justice or sound policy was in favor of it; whereas, we
believe that, if ever a just claim was prese.nted to Congress, ours
is one; and, to confirm and justify us in our belief, a claim, similar
to ours (that of John F. Lewi,) was allowed, and the duties
.?"efunded in 1836. And the Senate of 1833 passed a bill for the
general relief of merchants who sutfered by that hasty tariff, showing that they believed it to be just Jo do so. We ask, how it can
now be said that justice and sound policy will not sanction our
claim. The committee i;ay that we carry on business with the full
knowledge that Congress have the power to lower or raise duties
at pleasure. • • • A power which they admit i5 not generally
exercised without ample notice. In our case, the tariff was passed
on tbe 19th of May, to take effect on the 30th June. Our partner,
who then resided in England, had made contracts with manufacturers before he had any knowledge of any contemplated change of
the tariff, for blankets, flannels, and bocking baize, to be made and
delivered in April or May. It was not possible for us to countermand in time. Among them, was six bales of bocking baize, the
duty on which was raised from 4½ cents per yard to 22½ cents. It
would have been better for us to have thrown these six bales into
the sea, at Liverpool, than to put them on board ship as we did,
and pay the extra duty, bPcause they were not worth but 25 cents
when here. At that price, they would have paid a small profit
under the tariff which we ha<l expected to enter them at. They
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cost in England about 12 cents. The blankets and flannels was
not quite so bad, but the loss was very great Oil them.
In all cases, except t hat of the 19th of May, 1828, ample time
has always been given; and it was admitted _by members of t hat
Congress, that it was a mistake in not allowing the _same time on
dry goods as on hardware; and they believed the duty would ,be
refunded . We fully believed and expected it, or we should have
reshipped the articles.
¥le always entertained the belief that our government meant to
do justly; and that, in passing the tariff of the 19th of May, it was
hastily done, and not intended to operate as it did in our case, like
an ex post facto law; and, as respects sound policy, we beli eve our
government will be great gainers in its revenue by strictly adhering to the wise policy commenced in the days of Washington,
in all the custom houses, viz: In all cases of doubt, lean towards
the merchant. So long as that policy governed, was there ever
a government that had so little to fear from dishonesty and
fraud?
We beg that our claim may have another fair consideration .
Very respectfully,
'
THOMAS H. LEGGETT & CO.
.
NEw YoRK, March 15, 1848.

•

No. ,3.
NEw YoRK, 2d month 23d, 1848.
D.EAR BROTHER: T hy letter of the 21st is received . In answer
to thy first question: When did we order our goods?
Answer. E. Wooster, my partner, left New York in October or
November, 1827, and in the following months of December, January, February, and March, 1828, purchased and contracted for the
goods shipped in May.
•
Secon'd question . When dicf the law imposing extra duties take
effect, an_d when did it pass1
Answer. It took effect on the 30th June, 1828; it passed the 19th
of May, 1828.
Third question . At what time did it originate in Congress7
Answer. I cannot now tell exactly when . Can thee find out by
reference to the minutes?
Fourth question. Did the goods sell for a profit?
Answer. No; but a heavy loss. It would haye been great saving
to have reshipned the goods, but it was generally supposed that
the duty would be refunded, or they would have been reshipped.
The change of duty was enormous; on some things from 30 per
c~nt. to 200 per cent . It was the time of square yard minimum
duty.
I suppose it probable that the new tariff may have been spoken
of in Congress as early as February, 1828; that would have been
to.o late for us to countermand, as E. W . contracted for the goods,

I
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about that lime, to be delivered as soon as manufactured, which
was in May. Our case is a plain one. C . C . Cambreleng al ways
said it would be refunded, and I presume would have been, if we
had kept by ourselves and not united with the great body of merchants; some of whom , in all probability, made claims not like ours.
One man in Philadelphia kept by himself, and his claim.was allowed !n 1836, viz: John F. Lewis.
If peace with Mexico takes place, I hope thy claim will soon be
allowed and paid.
·
Affectionately, &c.,
THOMAS lI. LEGGETT.
AARON LEGGETT.

No. 4.
NEw YoRK, 3d month I7tli, 1848.
DEAR FRIEND: I have a letter from my brother Aaron L eggett,
informing that a memorial which I had last year presented to Congress had been called up by Mr. Maclay; and was now before the
Committee on Commerce. Not havfog been aware of it, I had prepared a new memorial which I sent to my friend, Frederick A.
T allmadge, for presentation.
The pa1 ticulars of my case are these: At that perio<l of time,
year 1828, my partner continued or resided in England for about
nine months of the year, in order to purchase our goods. During
that winter, say in January and Ft:bruary, he made contracts with
manufacturers for blankets , flannels, and bocking baize, to be manufactured and delivered to him in Liverpool in April and May following. At that time he could not and did not know of any change
contemplated in our tariff; neither could we know of it here in
time to prevent these contracts, even by its being talked of in Congress. Those who were in favor of a tariff for protection I believe
did not agitate the subject in time for tbat. But when the tariff
did pass on tt.e 19th of May, it was to take effect on the 30th of
June on dry goods a nd on hardware not until the 1st of Septt,m ber,
thus giving ample time to tlie hardware merchant to countermand
his orders, but not to the dry goods.
Our goods was then in Liverpool ready for shipment; in fact I
think they were then shipped before the 19th May. We had six
~ales of bocking baize that it would actually have been better to have
thrown into the sea than to have had them shipped . They cost in
England about 12 cents a yard; on arriving here the duty was
ra:sed from 4½ cents per yard to 22½ cents, and they were only
worth 25 cents. If the duty had not been raised we should have
made a fair profit at that price; but, as it was, our loss was about
14 crnts per yard, rather more than the cost in England.
The duty on .that ar~icle was increased so greatly in consequence
of the minimum rates then adopter! . All articles of that kind which
eost 12 cents was considered to cost 50 cents a square yard, and a
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duty of 40 per cent. charged accordingly. On blankets and flannels, the duty was not increased so much in proportion, consequently the loss was not so great, but it was very heavy on them.
Johrr F. Lewis, of Philadelphia, was allowed the duty in 1836.
He had but one article, (matting,) which be sold at auction, and
made a statement showing the exact amount of bis loss. My case
in the bocking baize was more unfortunate than his, as we lost more
than the first cost of the'm . Our case was so hard a one that I believe if we had applied alone we should have been redressed long
ago. One reason why we did not continue the application after
1836, was the general prostration of mercantile affairs, in which we
suffered so much, and the government seemed not in a situation to
be appealed to. Death and bankruptcy has swept off most of the
applicants. Walter Titus, who applied last winter, died lately in
poverty, soiiciting from C. W. Lawrence a situation in the customhouse. His claim was only $600 or $700-a fair and honest one I
believe. Now it is too late.
I hope my claim will be considered a fair and just one, and acted
upon with despatch. If it should be desired I would come on and
go before the committee.
Very respectfully, thy assured friend,
THOMAS H. LEGGETT.
DunLEY S. GREGORY, Esq.

No. 5.
3d month, 20tli, 1848.
As one of the Committee on Commerce, I write this, to give particular information concerning the memorial which ,I have presented for return duties.
The tariff of 1828 was passed on the 19th of May, to take effect
on the 30th of June on dry goods, and on hardware the 1st of September, allowing ample time to· the hardware merchant, but not to
the dry good.
My partner was in England, having left here in October or November, 1827, and during the winter he made contracts with manufacturers for goods, to be made an<!, delivered to him in Liverpool
in the spring, as had heen our custom for years. In May, before the
passage of the tariff, he received blankets, flannels, and bocking
baize, which were shipped, and arrived here in July, on which the
duties were raised so enormously that we did not obtain cost and
charges for any of those articles. On six bales of bocking baize
the loss was more than the first cost in England. It would actually have been better, strange as it may seem , to have thrown them
in the sea a.t Liverpool, than to have them come, and pay the new
duty. It arose from the minimum rates then adopted. They cost
about 12 cents per yard, (6d. sterling.) The duty was raised fro m
4½ cents to 22½ cents per yard. Their v_a lue was not enhanced by
the increased duty. They were worth but 25 cents, and brought
NEW YORK,

\I

Rep. No. 500.

7

no more. At that price it would ha ve given us a fair profit, but the
new duty made them cost about 39 cents; so that we lost 14 cents
per yard-rather more than they cost in England. They were used
cniefly for linings to seamen's clothes. The new duty amounted
to prohibition, and I believe they have never been imported since.
It was argued by some members of Congress, when the merchants
petitioned for redress in a body, that it mattered not what duty the
merchant paid; that he estimated it in the cost, ancl would charge
the profit. This case proves the fallacy of that argument.
JoLn F. Lewis, of Philadelphia, did not join with the body of
merchants, but pe titioned by himself, an-0 his case being similar in
the result, as to loss, with ours, his claim was allowed, and the
duty was refunded in 1836 -(See document No. 95, 23d Cong.,
2d sess., H. R;.; and Laws of the U.S., vol. 9, page 410, ch. 552.)
If it should be asked, VWhy have you left this matter so long1"
the truth is, while I was in business I did not mind the loss; and,
like the generality of merchants, after the general bill failed in
1834-'35, I gave it up in despair, and was not disposed to beg. But
now it is a matter of some importance; the money will be of service, and as the claim, in my opinion, is a just one, I hope to obtain it.
All the members of that Congress with whom I conversed said
the duty ought to be, and t hey believed would be, refunded, as it
was a mistake in not allowing the same time to dry goods as hardware; but a t that time the grand object was protection.
T he duty on blankets was not increased so much, beiqg ad ,·alorem; it was from 5 to 35 per cent. But fbnnels were under the
minimum rates; that is, deemed to cost 50 cents the square yard.
Being a finer article than the bockings, the duty was not felt in
proportion, and the loss was not so heavy; but the duty prohibited
thei r importation afterwards.
Excuse my troubling you with this long history, but h i.1.ving, last
winter, done nothing moie than send my memorial, I think the
committee made a report different from what they would have done
had they known the facts of the case.
Respectfully, &c.,
THOMAS H. L EGGF.TT.

No. 6.
NEw YonK, 3d month, 28tlt 1 1848.
EsTEE\IED Fn1END: I n the report made to Oong res«, last winter,
the committee said that we Jo business wi t h tb(' full kn owledge
that Congress have power to raise or lower duties at plensuremeaning, I suppose, at any moment. l3ut is that so ? Has C ongress
enr ac ted, or justified that principle? On the contrnry, has it not
always been considered right and prope r tha t ample time should be
gi.en to the merchant, otherwise he might be rninecl, as we m~ht
have been, if all our importation had b een bo i:king baiY.e. T he

•
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two invoice~ on which we claim was for 25 bales blankets, 8 bales
backings, and 8 bales flannel.
Since my last I have calculated the loss on th11ee bales of the
flannel, which were all of one kind-low priced:
First cost in England, £167 . .. ...... : ....... .. :E;742 50
832 00
Duty paid by the new tariff . •_•• . ..•.. • ...••.•..
245 00
Shipping charges, exchange, &c ..••. . ••..•...• •

1,819 50
Sold them for. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . • . . . . . . • 1,250 00
569 50
Lost on 8 bales bockings ........... , .... .... .. 1,460 00
"
3 do flannels...... . .. . . .. • .. .. . .. .. • . 569 00
2,029 00
The amount lost on the finer flannels and blankets it would be
impossible to say, exactly. The amount we claini is the difference
of duty- $3,266. Our loss on the backings, and three bales flannel," e know to be oYer two thousand; and I am sure we lost more
than 1;200 on the others. Ver-y few of the importers, probably,
had so hard a case. We had been in the practice of importing some_
very low-priced articles, on which the duty , by the maximum calcul ation, fell so very heavy; and they were of that description that
no duty e11hanced their value in this market. I t only prohibited
their importation, and answered the protective policy.
John F. Lewis's case was sim,ilar in that respect to mine, and he
was reimbursed in 1836 It would not be unjust if .the interest was
added to my claim from that year; and if consistent with rule (I
have heard that Congress never allows_interest in any case) I shall
be glad.
Excuse my troubling in this manner; but as my brother informs
that thou hast kinclly manifested some interest for me, I feel anxious that thee should know as much of the case as possible.
With sentiments of respect, I am thy assured frientl,
THOMAS H. L EGGETT.
DunLEY S. GREGORY, member of Congress.

No. 7.

Consignee, Importer, or .llgent's oatli.
I, Joseph L. Frnme, <lo solemnly and truly affirm, th at the invoi ce and bill of lading, now produced by me to th~ collector of
New York, are the true and only invoice and bill of lading by me
received of all the goods, wares, ancl merchandise imported in the
ship Franklin, whereof Taylor is master, from L iverpool , for account of any person whomsoever for whom I am authorized t o enter
the same; that the said invoice and bill of· lading are in the state
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in which they were actually received by me, and that I do not
know nor believe in the existence of any other invoice or bill of
lading of the said goods, wares, and merchandise; that the entry
now delivered to the collector contains a just and true account of
the said goods, wares, and merchandise, according to said in,oice
and bill of lading; that nothing has been, on my part, nor, to my
knowledge, on the part of any other person, concealed or suppressed,
whereby the United States may be defrauded of any part of the
duty lawfully clue on the said goods, wares, and merchandise; and
that if, at any time hereafter, I discover any error in said invoice,
or· in the account now rendered of the said goods, 'Wares, and merchandise, or recei,e any other invoice of the same, I will immediately make the same known to the collector of this district. And
I do further solemnly and truly affirm, that, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, T. H. L eggett, E. Worstor, and J. L. Frame,
of New York I are the owners of the goods, wares, and merchandise
mentioned in the annexed entry; that the invoice now produced by
me exhibits the actual cost, or fair market value, at Bristol and at
Manchest<:!r, May 1st and 13th, 1828, of the said goods, wares, and
merchandise, all the charges thereon, and no other or different discount, bounty I or drawback, but such as has been actually allowed
on the same.
J OSEPH L . FRAME.
Affirmed to, this Jul y 8 1 1828 1 before me,

JNO . KEAMY,
D eputy Collector.

2
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Entry of m erchttndise imported by Thomas H. Leggett t Co. in the ship Franklin, Taylor, master,Jrom Liverpool.

.,..

..

.;

.;

$

::s

z

..w

-

L
y

Packages and cont11nts.

Cost of
goods per
sq. yard.

£
319-320 1 bale, contain~ng two trusses blankets........ £14 15, £ 14 15
327-328 l balo, containing two trusses blankets.. ......... . ..•..... • ••
335 1 balo blankets................ . ...... . .....................
336-340 5 bales, the same as 335 ............................•. , .•..
34 I 1 bale blankets................................ . ........•..
342-352 11 bales, the same... ..........................•............
353 1 bale blankets, containing two trusses.... £18 12 6, £18 12 6
354-357 4 bales, containing two trusses each_, the same. .. . . ......•. .. •
358 1 bale bocking....... .. .................................... 31
31
359
31
360
361 1 halo bocking........................ . ...... . ........... . . 39
362 1 balo bocking .•.. .. . . ... . ...... . . . , ..........•• , •.....•.. 40
277 I bale flannels .....................................•...... 91
278-281 4 bales, the same.....• .. ....... ... ..... , .............•...• 367

:~::: :=~l~f:: :::::-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

Cash discount on 3 19-320, 327-328, 335-3.tO...............

oent.

,. d.

£ ,. d.
29 10 0
29 10 0
32 7 0
161 15 0
25 14 0
- ·282 14 0
37 5 0
149 0 0
8 5 ..........
9 7 ..........
10 10
16 I .......... 1
2 9
18 2
12 2

..........
..........
········••.
..........

. 633 l7 8

Total .

£ , . d,
29 JO 0

29 JO 0
32 7 0
16 1 15 0
25 14 0
282 14 0
37 5 0
149 0 0
31 8 5
31 9 7
31 10 10
39 16 )
40 2 9
91 18 2
367 12 2

....

£

.

-

1,248.32 30
1,249.09 31
l ,252. 18 31
1,566.25 39
I ,566.04 39
I ,37'3. 13 91
5,493.16 365

•· d.

19
1
2
7
13
8
12

-

11
l

4
l

9
0
0

£ d.,.

-

.

0
0
0
0
0
0
2

8
8
8
9
9
10
0

6
6
6
0
0
0
0

747 15 0 1, 381 12 8
22 0 0 I 22 0 0

13,750.09 629 4 2

4 13 6

632 17 8

725 15 0 1, 359 12 8
13,750.09 629 4 2
43 12 6
106 L2 6 1............ 62 10 8

4 13 6
0 9 4

570 17 8
l

682 2 6 1,253 0 2
11 10 0
22 4 1

13 ,750.09 566 13 6

4 4 2

581 11 9

693 12 6 I ,275 4 3

13 ,750.09 566 13 6

14 18 3

Charges...... .......... . . . ... . . . .......... . ....... . .. . •.. 10 14

=....................
............................
$1 , 185 80
=$6,875 + ohargos
$66 = $6,941 at 40 = 2, 776 40

3 ,388 X 35
13,750 sq. yds., at 50

No. of eq.
Cost of Charges,
yards, at oO sq. [io.rds, a t 40 per
cents.
at O ots .
cent.

..........

Cash discount on 341-362, 277-281 .... . ................... 63 0 0

.

35 per

1

······················IO 1-l 1

3,962 20

N:tw Yo11K, 7th. month. 7 , 1e28.

THOMAS H. LEGGETT & CO.

. '

"""

0

"9
9

C)l

$
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No. 8.
Consignee, Importe~, or .11.gent's oa.ili.
I, Joseph L. Frame, do sol~mnly and truly affirm, tha~ the i nvoice
and bill of lading now produced by me ~o the collector of Ne~
York, are the true and only invoice and bill of ladi&g by me received of all the goods, wares, and merchandise, imported in the
~hip Britannia, whereof Marshall is mast er, from Liverpool, for
account of any person whomsoever, for whom I a~ authorized to
enter the same; that the said invoice and bill of lading are in the
state in which they were actually received by me, and that I do
• not know nor believe in the. existence of any other invoice or bill
of lal:iing of the said goods, wares, arid merchandize; that the en:.
try npw delivered to the collector' contains a just and true account
of the said goods, wares, and merchandise, according to said invoice and bill of lading; that nothing has been, on my part, nor,
to my knowledge, on the part of any other person, concej.led or
suppressed, whereby the Uniled States may be defrauded of any
part of the duty lawfully due on the said goods, wares, and merchandize; and that ii, at any time here~fter, I discover any error in
the said invoice, or in the account now rendered of the said goods,
wares, and merchandise, or receive any other invoice of the same,
I will immediately make the same known to the collector of this
district. An'd I do further solemnly and truly affirm that, to the
best of my knowledge and belief, T. H. Leggett, E. Wooster, and
J. L . . Frame, of New York, are the owners· of the goods, wares,
and merchandise, mentioned i n the annexed entry; that the invoice
now produced by me exhibits the actual cost, or fair market value
at Bristol ano at Manchester, May 29, 1828, of the said good.s, wares,
and merchandise, al) the charges thereon, and no other or different
discount, bounty, or drawback, but such as has been actually allowed on the same.
JOSEPH L. FRAME.
Affirmed to, this July 18, 1828, before me·,
•
JNO. KEARNY,
Deputy Collector .

•

Entry of mercltandise intported by T/1omas II. Leggett &- Co., by t11,e sliip Britannia, Marshall, froni Liverpool.
>fa,k,.
L

I

N•mb,n. i i - - - - - -

I

y

--::=--

.:-:=::~

Packages nnd content>.

--

.

,_ 40 .., :.,,.

'

289 I One bale llann,~ls............. . .'..................
290 n.291
Two bale~ the same ....•.. . ......... . ..... . .......
365
One bale bock1 ngs .... .. ............... ; ...... ·····
366 I One bale bocki ngs .. . .••••• . ......•.•........••••.
367
One bale bocki1ngs .. . . .. ·.· .........................
,·

Cash discount
•

---

I

I

Charges .....

YORK,

d.
0
0
6

2 11

50 cent, .

Square yards at
50 cents.

'(
....................
, ...............

.. -

13

8.

1

264 10
19 IO

0

2

267 1
19 10

8
0

7,465.8

245

0

2

241 17

8

"?

7,465.8

245

0

2

251

6

?

4

69

O½

1¼
6

··············
.. .......... .... ..

60

120 14
31 8
27 2
27 5

3

z.

...

Doty per tariff' of 1824••.•••••••••••••••• , •.•.••••••••.•••.•••.•••

$1,504 80
409 67

$2, 171 3i
1,095 )3
:i,266 50

6½

1½
6

15 10
13

THOMAS H. LEGGETT&. CO.

J.

d.
0
0

7,465,8

£251 J3s. tid. Sterlin~,
Cost $1,118 55-Duty paid per Brittannia.....•...•..............••••••.••• , ••. , ..•

~.

£

6

£1 ,275 4s. 3d. sterling,
or $5 ,667 61.-Amount of d~tf paid per ship Franklin...................... .. ... $3,962 20
Dury per ta1·1f of 1824....................... . ........... . .....
l ,790 83

'

d.
0
0

0

0

1th month 161 1828.
3,762 a 40 cents, $1,504 80.

8.

16
119 12
31 10
26 14
26 17

2 17 6
3 15 JO
6

'

£.

T otal.

1,430
2,730
1,248.2
l ,044
1,013.6

................ ............ ....
···•·································
!

NF:w

'•

,.

£
0 11
1
2
0 8
0 8
0 8

t"'""'; ,......

,...

§

